the connected thin sheets used in the laboratory tests, which was why each bolt was modelled 23 as a 3D analytical rigid body revolved shell.
24
Secondly, bolt pretension should not be modelled in the analysis at all since there was no bolt 25 pretension in the laboratory tests. The discusser is encouraged to read the referenced paper by 26 Teh & Clements (2012) , who presented the laboratory tests, in particular the section 27 "Specimen Configurations and Test Arrangements". It was stated that the bolts were installed 28 by hand with minimal tightening, so there was no bolt pretension.
29
The "skid marks" mentioned by the discusser and apparently shown Figure 12 were not the result of clamped bolt heads, but due to scrubbing during the specimen 31 fabrication. Marks almost transverse to the direction of loading can also be seen in the lower 32 right region. The initially more flexible response shown in Figure 8 was not due to slippage 33 of the bolted connection, but due to the slippage between the inner sheet and the shim plates 34 used to make up the difference between the minimum jaw opening of 5.5 mm and the thin sheet thickness of 3 mm. These shim plates on both sides of the inner sheet are not shown in
36
Figure 4 since they were not relevant to the issue of concentric loading. As stated in the 37 section "Finite Element Analysis to Locate the Active Shear Planes", there was also 38 flexibility or slippage in the testing system which manifested in the apparent response of the 39 tension coupon. In any case, slip behaviour is not relevant to determining the location of the 40 active shear planes since the load was transferred via the bolts bearing on the bolt holes.
41
The authors disagree with the discusser's assertion that displacements should be imposed on 42 the inner sheet rather than the bolts. It is the relative displacement between the bolts and the 43 clamped end of the inner sheet that matters.
44
The curling behaviour (out-of-plane deformation) mentioned by the discusser was not present 45 in the laboratory tests of the specimens studied in the paper, all of which were double-shear 46 connections as depicted in Figure 4 of the paper. As pointed out by Teh & Gilbert (2012) , the inner sheet of a double-shear connection is not subject to out-of-plane failure modes since the Yazici (2013b). It can also be seen in Figures 10 and 11 that the shear stresses are maximum adjacent to the bolt hole, and decreases towards the edge as logically expected.
76
The potential misidentification of fracture at the edge due to tensile stresses transverse to the 77 direction of loading for shear fracture had been well anticipated by Teh & Yazici (2013b) .
78
The discusser is encouraged to read that paper and look at Figs 4(b) and (5) 
81
The discusser has misunderstood what in-plane shear stresses, denoted S12, are. These are in 82 fact the shear stresses mentioned by the discusser to be parallel to the AB and CD lines 83 (which, by the way, should be acting in pair with shear stresses perpendicular to themselves 84 for equilibrium in the plane of the sheet, hence the designation S12). The discusser has 85 confused the shear stresses parallel to the AB and CD lines to be S11.
86
In the second sentence of the second paragraph of the discusser's section "Failure Check", 87 the discusser confuses S11 to be the normal stresses along the BC line, which are actually 88 denoted S22 in ABAQUS. In the third sentence, however, the discusser confuses S11 to be 89 the shear stresses along AB and CD lines, which are denoted S12 in ABAQUS.
90
The S11 component mentioned by the discusser actually denotes the normal stresses in the
